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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Kim et al 
(US20050020289A1). 

Regarding claim 21, Kim et al disclose a method for blocking spam messages in 
a mobile wireless terminal (see paragraph 33, which reads on the claimed, "method of 
filtering messages received on a receiving telephone apparatus." When the terminal 
receives a call, the CPU detects it at step 7a, and checks at step 7b whether the 
received message is a spam message, i.e., an SMS spam message (or a not-shown 
unsolicited phone number to be blocked) by determining whether a call back number in 
the message contains a number, such as "700" or "0600", commonly included in 
commercial phone numbers incurring high charges, or by matching a word such as 
"advertisement" in the message (see paragraph 34), which reads on the claimed, 
"applying a filtering rule to the message on the receiving phone." When the result of 
step 7b is affirmative, the CPU controls the terminal to disregard the received message 
and not to notify the receipt of the message at step 7c, and may not store the message 
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(see paragraphs 35-37 and figure 7), which reads on the claimed, "automatically 
deleting the message without informing a user of the receiving telephone apparatus 
before the user reads the message if the message satisfies the filtering rule." 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kraft in 
view of Ala-Luukko and further in view of Huna et al (US 2001 001 2286A1). 

Regarding claim 1, Kraft discloses a system where a terminal receives a short 
messa g e ( S ee column 5, lines 30-62 and figure 3), which reads on the claimed, "method 
of filtering messages received on a receiving telephone apparatus, the method 
comprising: receiving a message from a calling telephone." Then, the terminal identifies 
the message by reading identification means in the message and compares the 
identification means with parameters specified in a folder. If the folder identifies the 
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identification means in the message, the message will be placed/stored in the folder 
(see column 5, lines 30-62 and figure 3), which reads on the claimed, "applying a 
filtering rule to the message on the receiving phone... and executing a filtering process if 
the message satisfies the filtering rule." Kraft fails to disclose filtering the message if 
the telephone number of the calling telephone contains less than a predetermined 
number of digits. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Ala-Luukko discloses a system where a blocking 
list is used to prevent SMS messages from being set to a user (see column 7, lines 17- 
37). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Kraft with Ala-Luukko to include the above use of a blocking list 
in order to maximize user convenience by eliminating undesired messages. The 
combination of Kraft and Ala-Luukko fails to disclose the use of a wildcard in filtering 
messages. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Huna et al disclose a system where a user could 
specify a filter to select only those messages originating in a certain area code (see 
paragraph 75). 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the combination of Kraft and Ala-Luukko with Huna et al to 
include the above use of a certain area code in order to maximize user convenience by 
eliminating undesired messages. The resultant combination reads on the claimed, 
"filtering the message if the telephone number of the calling telephone contains less 
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than a predetermined number of digits," wherein if the numbers filtered out at the 
beginning are null or zeros, and the rest are wildcards, the resultant telephone numbers 
would have less than a predetermined number of digits, allowing a user to filter 
messages that do not contain an area code. 

Claims 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kraft in view of Soderbacka. 

Regarding claim 22, Kraft discloses a system where a terminal receives a short 
message (see column 5, lines 30-62 and figure 3), which reads on the claimed, "method 
of filtering messages received on a receiving telephone apparatus, the method 
comprising: receiving a message from a calling telephone." Then, the terminal identifies 
the message by reading identification means in the message and compares the 
identification means with parameters specified in a folder. If the folder identifies the 
identification means in the message, the message will be placed/stored in the folder 
(see column 5, lines 30-62 and figure 3), which reads on the claimed, "applying a 
filtering rule to the message on the receiving phone... and executing a filtering process if 
the message satisfies the filtering rule." Kraft fails to disclose if a Subscriber Identity 
Module card of the receiving telephone apparatus is full with messages from calling 
telephones, the receiving telephone apparatus automatically deletes a message that 
matches the filtering rule. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Soderbacka et al disclose a system using a SIM 
card (see figure 2) where if there is no free memory available for short messages, it is 
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checked to see if the short message is a deleting one, and, if so, a previous message is 
deleted according to the instructions (see page 13, lines 1-17), which reads on the 
claimed, "if a Subscriber Identity Module card of the receiving telephone apparatus is 
full with messages from calling telephones, the receiving telephone apparatus 
automatically deletes a message that matches the filtering rule." 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Kraft with Soderbacka et al to include the above deleting of 
messages automatically in order to prevent filling the memory and missing a more 
useful short message when the memory is full as suggested by Soderbacka et al (see 
page 1 , line 30 - page 2, line 1 1 ). 

Regarding claim 23, Kraft fails to disclose the message that is deleted is the first 
message that matches the filtering rule. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Soderbacka et al disclose a system using a SIM 
card (see figure 2) where if there is no free memory available for short messages, it is 
checked to see if the short message is a deleting one, and, if so, a previous message is 
deleted according to the instructions (see page 13, lines 1-17), which reads on the 
claimed, "the message that is deleted is the first message that matches the filtering 
rule." 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Kraft with Soderbacka et al to include the above deleting of 
messages automatically in order to prevent filling the memory and missing a more 
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useful short message when the memory is full as suggested by Soderbacka et al (see 
page 1 , line 30 - page 2, line 1 1 ). 

Regarding claim 24, Kraft fails to disclose the message that is deleted is the first 
message that matches the filtering rule. 

In a similar field of endeavor, Soderbacka et al disclose a system using a SIM 
card (see figure 2) where if there is no free memory available for short messages, it is 
checked to see if the short message is a deleting one, and, if so, a previous message is 
deleted according to the instructions (see page 13, lines 1-17), which reads on the 
claimed, "the message that is deleted is the oldest message that matches the filtering 
rule." 

It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Kraft with Soderbacka et al to include the above deleting of 
messages automatically in order to prevent filling the memory and missing a more 
useful short message when the memory is full as suggested by Soderbacka et al (see 
page 1 , line 30 - page 2, line 1 1 ). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed November 29, 2005 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

The applicant argues that the combination of Kraft, Ala-Luukko and Huna fails to 
disclose filtering telephone numbers containing less than a predetermined number of 
digits. The examiner respectfully disagrees. The combination discloses filtering 
messages that do not contain an area code (see rejection of claim 1 above), which 
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reads on the claimed filtering of messages containing less than a predetermined 
number of digits. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 21-24 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bryan J. Fox whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
7908. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 9-5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Feild can be reached on (571) 272-4090. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Bryan Fox 
February 20, 2006 



MARSHA D. BAKICS-HAROLD 
SUPERVISORY PATENT SCAKSER 
TECHNOLOGY C5OTER 2300 



